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A  Revenue  Proposal  responding  to  our  Fiscal  Crisis 


We  have  been  struggling  for  over  a  year  with  the  problem  of 
identifying  ways  to  improve  cost-efficiency,  and  methods  to 
identify  new  revenue  sources  to  provide  the  services  which  our 
residents  need  and  deserve. 

As  the  debate  on  city  aid  continues,  we  are  submitting  a  series  of 
specific  ideas  which  may  help  us  in  our  search  for  a  solution  to 
the  problems . 

These  proposals  are  all  practical  and  are  in  existence  in  other 
municipalities.  There  is  a  sense  of  urgency  due  to  our  financial 
situation  to  move  forward  with  them  as  soon  as  possible. 
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CITY  HALL 

ONE  CITY  HALL  PLAZA 

BOSTON,  MA  02201 


Contents : 


1.  Fiscal  Audit:  A  proposal  which  necessitates  municipal  aid 
from  the  state  through  a  detailed  audit  account  of  city- 
services  . 


Commuter  payroll  tax:   A  Proposal  for  a  1%  payroll  tax  in 
order  to  cover  the  daily  worker  influx  into  the  city. 
Service  costs  must  be  shared  by  t  residents  along  with 
visitors . 


Conversion  of  lights:   Conversion  of  street  lights  to 
high  pressure  sodium  wwill  produce  savings  of  Public  Works 
funds . 


4.   Parking  Meter  Advertising:  Use  of  meters  for  advertising 
would  produce  revenue  from  rental  fees. 


5.  Agency  Consolidation:  Cost/Benefit  analysis  shows  that 
direct  savings  would  result  from  merging  and  consolidation 
of  city  agencies. 


1 .  Fiscal  Audit : 


In  the  past,  the  Administration  has  secured  a  competent 
external  fiscal  audit  for  assessing  whether  there  are  any  ways  to 
increase  the  efficiency  of  service  delivery  and  thereby  achieving 
cost-savings.  As  we  move  forward  in  our  efforts  to  secure  new 
revenue  sources,  as  well  as  to  convince  the  State  Government  of  the 
seriousness  of  its  city  responsibilities,  in  our  opinion  it  would 
be  wise  to  once  again  secure  an  independent  audit  so  that  there  can 
be  no  question  that  we  have  done  all  that  can  reasonably  be 
expected  for  providing  _the  crucia'.l  services  in  as  cost  effective 
a  manner  as  possible. 


CITY  OF  BOSTON 

IN  CITY  COUNCIL 


ORDER  OF  COUNCILLORS  SCONDRAS ,  SALERNO  AND  NUCCI 


ivhereas  ,  ~he  City  of  5os';cn  "i.s  in  need  of  additional  revenues  and 
needs  to  oonvince  the  State  that  municipal  aid  is  the 
best  and  only  solution  to  the  resource  problem;  and 

Whereas,  The  city  budget  has  been  rejected  by  the  Council  because 
the  Council  cannot  in  good  conscience  support  a  budget 
'"hat  does  not  contain  some  essential  services  such  as 
funding  for  neighborhood  health  centers;  and 

Whereas,  In  previous  years  a  fiscal  audit  was  undertaken  by  the 
Mayor  through  private  firms  to  assess  the  efficiency  of 
the  government ;  and 

Whereas,  We  need  such  a  fiscal  audit  as  a  tool  more  than  ever  at 
this  time;  now,  therefore  be  it 

Ordered,  That  the  Administration  secure  an  outside  fiscal  audit 
of  the  City,  consulting  with  the  Boston  Municipal 
Research  Bureau  and  other  outside  agencies  which  have 
familiarity  witri  the  city  budget  and  programs;  ^hat  such 
audit  consist  of  an  examination  of  the  efficiency  of  our 
existing  departments  and  agencies  given  the  existing 
priorities  of  the  city,  and  that  such  audit  be  made 
available  to  the  City  Council  ^s  soon  as  possible  in 
order  to  expedite  deliberations  on  the  most  rational  way 
to  proceed  through  our  fiscal  ^n, lemma. 


Commuter  payro.1.1  tax 


Boston  doubles  its  population  every  day.  The  services 
necessary  to  accommodate  this  influx  are  disproportionately  managed 
by  city  residents  through  property  taxes.  In  order  to  both  enhance 
our  revenues  and  thereby  keep  the  city  as  our  visitors  expect  and 
deserve,  safe,  clean,  and  functioning  well,  while  simultaneously 
achieving  fairness  in  the  financial  burdens  involved,  we  have 
framed  a  payroll  tax  of  1%  as  many  other  cities  use.  A 
simultaneous  reduction  in  property  taxes  for  service  provision 
would  result  from  a  less  regressive  tax  and  visitors  would  pay 
their  share  of  those  taxes.  The  improvement  in  parks,  cleanups.. 
and  safety  that  this  increase  achieves  will  benefit  both  residents 
and  visitors  in  a  significant  fashion. 


CITY  OF  BOSTON 

IN  CITY  COUNCIL 


ORDER  OF  COUNCILLORS  SCONDRAS ,  NUCCI  AND  SALERNO 


Whereas,   The  City  of  Boston  continues  to  be  adversely  affected 
by  the  fiscal  crisis  plaguing  ~he  rnmmc'jweal  th  ;  and 

Whereas,   It  is  necessary  ^o  "ind  new  ways  of  raising  revenue  so 
as  to  prevent  the-  disruption  of  city  services  due  to 
budget  cuts;  and 

Whereas,   '^'rcperty  taxes  are  a  more  regressive  revenue  raising 

method  than  a  payroll  tax,  and  it  is  good  publi.c  policy 
to  reduce  reliance  on  property  taxes;  and 

Whereas,   It  is  not  merely  the  owners  of  property  who  pay 

property  taxes  but  also  renters  whose  leases  contain 
tax  escalator  clauses;  and 

Whereas,   The  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  estimates  ^hat 

600,000  :'.-oplr^  wori<  wi.thin  the  City  of  Rostov   ^iOO.OOO 
bei.ng  ■'^ommutr-rs  whci  di_spropor r  i.onat fO  y  i^se  r-^  :   y 
facil'.ties  and  services  and  who  benefit  from  i. terns 
provi.ded  by  ^he  city  yet  do  not  pay  raxes  to  rhe  "ity; 
and 

Whereas,   At  least  39  muni  en  paj.i  ti  es  throughout  the  United 

States,  includi.ng,  'n  -..z    no'"  "  i.mi.ted  to,  Bi.rm.ingham , 
Alabama;  Los  Angeles  and  San  Francisco,  California; 
Wilmington,  Delaware;  Louisville  and  Jefferson  County, 
Kentucky;  Baltimore  City,  Maryland;  Albion,  Battle 
Creek,  Big  Rapids,  Detroit,  Flint,  Grand  Rapids, 
Grayling,  Hamtramck,  Highland  Park,  Hudson,  Jackson, 
Lansing,  Lapeer,  Ponti.ac,  °ort  Huron,  Portland  and 
Saginaw,  Michigan;  Kansas  City  and  Saint  Louis, 
Missouri;  Newark,  New  Jersey;  Yonkers  and  New  York 
Cry,  New  York;  .fikron  ,  Canton,  Cincinnati,  Cleveland, 
Columbus,  Dayton,  Toledo  and  Youngstown,  Ohio;  and 
Philadelphia,  Pittsburgh  and  Scranton  Pennsylvania  have 
instituted  payroll  tax  programs;  and 

Whereas,   The  Federal  Reserve  Bank's  Research  Department 

esti.mates  the  ^-oral  1989  payroll  fo-^  S'iffo].k  (bounty  to 
be  $14,146,393,000  and  a  conservative  estimate  of 
Boston  at  $9.47  billion;  and 


CITY  OF  BOSTON 

IN  CITY  COUNCIL 


'.'7herpaF;  .   The  City  of  Boston  would  generate  nearly  $100  million 

in  revenues  r,hrough  a  1%  payroll,  tax;  now,  thererore  be 

■^  t 

Ordered,   That  the  Mayor's  office  draft  appropriate  legislation 
allowing  for  the  implementation  of  a  payroll  tax  and  a 
reduction  of  the  property  tax,  have  it  certified  by  the 
Corporation  Counsel  as  being  m  accordance  with  law  and 
then  submit  it  to  the  City  Council  for  approval. 


May  10,  1991 

A  search  of  the  income  tax  section  of  the  State  Tax  Guide,  a 
loose-leaf  service  published  by  Commerce  Clearinghouse,  Inc. 
Yielded  the  names  of  the  following  municipalities  which  levy  (or 
have  the  authority  to)  income  tax: 

Alabunai  Blnaln^haa  1% 

Arkansmst  First  class  cities  may  impose  at  a  single  percentage  of 
the  net  income  tax  payable  to  the  state  (none  listed) 

Calif ornia*LoB  Angvlvst  Payroll  expense  tax — A  tax  is  imposed 
upon  every  person  who  engages  in  business  and,  in  connection 
therewith,  hires,  employs,  or  contracts  with  one  or  more 
individual  as  employees  to  perform  work  or  render  services  in 
whole  or  in  part  within  the  city.  The  tax  is  $30  per  year,  or 
fraction  thereof,  for  the  first  $4,000  of  the  payroll  expense 
plus  $7.50  per  year  for  each  additional  $1,000  of  such  payroll 
expense,  or  fraction  thereof,  in  excess  of  $4,000.  Ban 
Franoisoox  1.5%  tax  on  the  payroll  expense  of  employers; 
associations  pay  1.5%  of  payroll  expense  plus  1.5%  of  total 
distribution  made  by  way  of  salary  to  those  having  ownership  in 
the  association. 

Delavare-Wilmington:  Residents  and  non  residents  are  subject  to  a 
tax  of  1.25  on  all  wages,  salaries,  commissions  and  net  profits. 
Employers  must  withhold  tax  at  1.25 

aeorglat  counties  and  municipalities  may  levy  1%  on  entire 
Georgia  taxable  net  income,  as  computed  for  state  tax  purposes, 
if  approved  by  the  voters.  The  tax  applies  to  every  resident  and 
fiduciary  on  Income  reasonably  attributable  to  property  owned  and 
business  done  in  the  taxing  subdivision.  The  tax  Is  collected  by 
the  State  Revenue  commission  but  may  not  be  levied  if  a  local 
sales  and  use  tax  is  levied  and  does  not  apply  to  individuals 
with  gross  incomes  under  $7,500.  Cities  may  levy  the  tax  only  If 
the  country  In  which  they  are  located  does  not  Impose  the  tax. 

Indiana t  counties  may  levy  on  residents  at  rate(s)  of  1/2  of  1%, 

3/4  of  1%  or  1%;  nonresidents  may  be  taxed  only  1/4  of  1%.  45 

counties  have  1%  on  residents;  One  has  3/4  of  i%;  three  have  1/2 
of  1%. 

Kansas t  Counties  may  levy  gross  earning  tax  of  1/8%  -  3/4%  on 
earnings  within  the  county;  cities  and  townships  are  also 
authorized  to  levy  a  tax  upon  the  gross  earning*  derived  from 
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money,  notes  and  other  evidence  of  debt  having  a  tax  status  in 
the  city  or  township  and  outside  the  corporate  limits  of  any  city 
of  the  third  class.  The  rate  of  tax  may  be  1/8  of  1%  of  total 
gross  earnings,  or  any  multiple  thereof  but  not  exceeding  2  and 
1/4%  derived  during  the  tax  year  of  the  taxpayer  ending  during 
the  preceding  calendar  year. 

Kentuolcy-Louisville  and  Jefferson  county t  l  and  1/4%  on  salaries, 
wages,  commissions  plus  3/4  of  i%  for  school  board  by  county, 
plus  2/10  of  1%  gross  earnings  of  employees  may  be  levied;  1.45 
Say  be  levied  against  nonresidents  (school  board  tax  does  not 
apply) . 

Maryland:  Every  county  and  Baltimore  City  (an  independent  city) 
must  levy  a  local  income  tax  on  residents  between  20  and  50%  of 
state  tax  liability.  Two  counties  levy  at  20%;  one  at  35  %;  one 
at  4  5%;  19  counties  plus  Baltimore  city  levy  at  50%. 

Michigan;  uniform  city  Income  Tax  Ordinance  allows  1%  tax  to  be 
levied  on  residents  (3%  in  Detroit;  2%  in  cities  of  less  than  one 
million),  1/2  of  1%  on  nonresidents  (l  and  1/2%  in  Detroit;  50% 
of  rate  on  residents  in  cities  of  less  than  one  million)  In 
effect  in  Albion,  Battle  creek.  Big  Rapida,  Detroit,  Flint,  Orand 
Rapids,  Grayling,  Hamtramolc,  Highland  Park,  Hudson,  jaokson, 
Lansing,  Lapeer,  pontiao.  Port  Huron,  Portland  and  Saginaw. 

Missouri-Kansas  Cityi  1%;  St.  Louis  1% 

New  Hampshire X  The  New  Hampshire  commuters  income  tax  was 
declared  unconstitutional  by  the  U.S.  Supreme  court  on  March  19, 
1970, 

New  Jersey-NttwarX  imposes  a  1%  tax  on  all  employers,  profit  and 
nonprofit,  having  a  payroll  of  more  than  $2,500  in  a  calendar 
quarter,  except  employers  who  are  federal,  state  or  local 
government,  an  interstate  agency  or  an  instrximentality  of  one  of 
the  above,  foreign  insurance  companies  subject  to  retaliatory 
provisions,  or  any  nonprofit  religious,  charitable  or  educational 
institution. 

New  York  -  Yonkerst  For  tax  rears  beginning  after  December  31, 
1983,  and  before  January  1,  92,  a- city  income  tax  surcharge  is 
imposed  on  resident  individuals,  estates  and  trusts  of  Yonkers  at 
a  rate  of  19.25%  of  the  net  state  tax.  In  addition,  a  tax  of  1/2 
of  1%  is  iqa?9sed  on  the  wages  earned  and  net  earnings  from 
self -employment  within  the  city  of  all  nonresident  individuals, 
estates  and  trusts.  Tax  returns  and  payments  are  due  on  the  15th 
day  of  the  4th  month  following  the  close  of  each  tax  year. 
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N«w  Yorx  Cityj  Earnings  Tax  on  Nonresidents 
Taxpayers  and  Rates  —  for  taxable  years  beginning  after  December 
31,  1990,  a  tax  is  imposed  in  New  York  City  on  nonresident 
individuals,  estates  and  trusts  at  the  following  rates:  (i)  1/4 
of  1%  of  wages;  (2)  3/8  of  1%  of  net  earnings  from 
self -employment.  For  taxable  years  ending  on  or  before  December 
31,  1990,  a  tax  is  imposed  on  nonresident  individuals,  estates 
and  trusts  at  the  following  rates:  45/100  of  1%  of  wages;  (2) 
65/100  of  1%  of  net  earnings  from  self -employment.  The  tax  cannot 
exceed  that  which  would  be  due  if  the  taxpayer  was  liable  for  the 
city  income  tax  on  residents. 

Ohio-  Akron  -  2%;  canton  -  2%;  Cincinnati  -  2.1%;  Clsvvland  -  2%; 
Colxunjjus  -  2%;  Dayton  -  2.25%  (1.75%  effective  January  l,  1995); 
Tolftdo  -  1  and  1/2%  (2  and  1/4%  from  July  l,  1982  to  June  30, 
1994);  Youngstovn  -  2%;  school  districts  may  also  levy  income 
taxes. 

Oragon-Multnomab  County:  (this  includes  Portland)  Quarterly 
payroll  tax  imposed  in  (l)  Tri-county  Metropolitan  Transit 
District  (Wasblngton,  Claokamus,  and  Multnoman  Count! •») ;  and  (2) 
Lane  County  Mass  Transit  District. 

Pannayivanla-Pblladalphlai  4.96%  for  residents  and  4.31254%  for 
nozv- residents  I  Pittsburgh  -  1%  for  residents  and  nonresidents; 
Soranton  -  2.2%  for  residents  and  1%  for  nonresidents. 
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APPENDIX 

NEW  YORK  CITY  TAXES  ADMINISTERED  BY 
THE  STATE  OF  NEW  YORK 

Apart  from  the  New  Yortc  City  taxes  described  in 
pages  1  to  42  of  this  Tax  Guide,  which  are 
administered  by  the  City,  other  local  taxes  are 
imposed  under  State  legislative  authority  providing  for 
their  administration  by  the  State  Department  of 
Taxation  and  Finance.   Those  taxes  are: 


Sales  and 
related  taxes 


Resident  personal 
income  tax  and 
nonresident 
earnings  tax 


Local  Law:  Chapter  20,  Title  11,  Administrative  Code 

Enabling  Act:  Tax  Law  §31210  and  12 12 -A  (see  also  Tax 
Law  §1107,  which  remains  in  effect  until  all  Municipal 
Assistance  Corporation  obligations  are  fully  paid). 
New  York  City  imposes  a  4%  tax,  in  addition  to  the 
state's  sales  and  use  tax,  on  the  sale  or  use  in  the  City 
of  tangible  personal  property,  certain  enumerated 
services,  gas,  electricity,  refrigeration,  steam  and 
telephone  and  telegraph  services,  occupancy  of  hotel 
and  motel  rooms,  food  and  beverages  sold  by 
restaurants  and  caterers  and  admission  charges  to 
places  of  amusemenL  The  City  also  imposes  a  4%  tax 
on  receipts  from  beauty,  barbering,  hair  restoring, 
manicuring,  pedicuring,  electrolysis,  masseige  and 
other  similar  services  and  on  receipts  from  the  sale  of 
services  by  or  use  of  facilities  of  weight  control 
salons,  health  salons,  gymnasiums  and  similar 
establishments. 

There  is  also  a  4%  tax  on  every  sale  in  New  York  City 
of  credit  rating  and  credit  reporting  services  and 
protective  and  detective  services. 
The  City  also  imposes  a  city-wide  6%  tax  on  receipts 
from  sales  of  the  service  of  parking,  garaging  or 
storing  motor  vehicles,  and  an  additional  8%  tax  on 
parking,  garaging  or  storing  of  motor  vehicles  in 
Manhattan. 


Local  Law :  Chapter  17  (Personal  Income  Tax)  and 
Chapter  19  (Earnings  Tax),  Title  11,  Administrative 
Code. 

EnabUng  Acts:  Tax  Law  Article  30  (Personal  Income 
Tax);  General  City  Law  Article  2-E  (Earnings  Tax). 
The  personal  income  tax  is  imposed  on  the  taxable 
income  of  every  resident  individual,  estate  and  trust 
at  graduated  rates  ranging  from  L5%  to  3.5%  for  1988, 
from  2.2%  to  3.4%  for  1989,  and  from  2.4%  to  3.4%  in 
1990. 


(43) 


ons  since  the  permanent  repair  work  has  been  completed.   This  year  the  City 
^priated  $4  million  from  parking  meter  receipts  expected  to  be  collected  in  fiscal  1985. 
addition,  a  balance  of  $3.1  million  is  in  the  special  revenue  account  for  parking  receipts 
rfhich  could  be  appropriated  this  year.  , 

Boston  Revenues  Compared 


Increasing  Boston's  own-source  revenues  is  a  positive  step  that  must  be  taken  but  is  not 
sufficient  to  solve  the  City's  long-term  structural  problem.  Examining  how  other  cities 
support  their  operations  is  a  useful  exercise  that  may  suggest  revenue  options  that  should  be 
:on8idered  for  Boston.   The  wide  variety  of  revenues  utilized  by  large  cities  throughout  the 
:ountry,  and  the  different  types  of  services  provided  by  city  governments  makes  comparisons  of 
revenue  sources  difficult.   However,  the  D.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census  in  its  annual  City 
government  Finances  report  does  assign  the  many  local  revenue  sources  to  standardized  general 
categories  that  allow  for  reasonable  comparisons.   The  Bureau  examined  20  comparable  cities 
itilizing  the  1981-1982  edition,  the  most  recent  issue  published.   Local  taxes  levied  by  other 
ities  may  not  be  beneficial  to  the  Boston  economy.  The  Bureau  makes  no  recommendations  here 
>ut  will  examine  the  various  options  in  a  future  Special  Report. 

The  most  striking  fact  that  emerges  from  a  comparison  of  Boston's  local  revenues  with 
'.hose  of  comparable  cities  is  that  Boston  is  the  only  city  to  rely  on  the  property  tax  a*  its 
)nly  local  tax  source.   Every  other  comparable  city  enjoys  some  other  form  of  local  taxation. 
Boston's  over-reliance  on  the  property  tax  was  demonstrated  by  the  fact  that  its  property  tax 
er  capita  was  $722  compared  with  the  20-city  average  of  $139.   The  property  tax  represented 
6.3Z  of  Boston's  own-source  revenues  but  only  27. 2Z  for  the  20-city  average.   Further,  sales 
ind  gross  receipts  taxes  represented  16. 6Z  of  own-source  revenues  but  nothing  for  Bostoa.   All 
LO  cities  had  some  form  of  selective  sales  or  gross  receipts  tax,  nine  levied  a  general  sales 
nd  gross  receipts  tax,  and  six  levied  a  local  income  tax.   Boston's  utilization  of  city 
epartmental  fees  and  charges  is  slightly  below  the  20-cit7  average.   Fees  and  charges 
epresented  $210  per  capita  in  Boston  compared  with  $217  for  the  20-city  average.  As  a 
ercent  of  total  local  own-source  revenues,  fees  and  charges  represented  42. 5Z  for  the  20-cicy 
iverage  but  only  22. 2Z  for  Boston. 

Cccparisoo  of  Owo-Source  Revenues  of  Boston  and  Tventy  City  Average 

Z  of  Oui  Source  Revgnie 
20-City  Avg.  Boston 

Taxes 

Property 

General  Sales  and  Gross  Receipts 

Selective  Sales  and  Gross  Receipts 

Tnrrry  Taxes 

Motor  Vehicle  Licaises 

Other 
Currant  Fees  and.  Charges 

Total  $511  $9^ 

Source:  City  Government  Finances  in  1981-1982,  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census 


Per  Capita 

20-City  Avg. 

Boston 

$294 

$736 

139 

722 

A3 

0 

42 

0 

38 

0 

2 

0 

30 

14 

217 

210 

57.5Z 

77 .8Z 

27.22 

76 .3Z 

8.4Z 

O.OZ 

8.2Z 

0.02 

7.4Z 

0.02 

0.4Z 

0.02 

5.9Z 

1.52 

42.5Z 

n.TL 

100.02 


100.02 


In  an  effort  to  specifically  identify  local  tax  sources  available  to  other  cities,  the 
Bureau  reviewed  the  revenue  budgets,  annual  financial  reports  or  official  bond  statements  o: 
the  20  surveyed  cities.   Nine  cities  or  452  of  the  sample  have  a  city  sales  tax  which  in 
fiscal  1983  ranged  from  $17  million  or  8Z  of  own-source  revenue  in  Kansas  City  to  $110  million 
or  43Z  in  Denver.   St.  Louis  levies  a  sales  tax  of  12.   San  Francisco  uses  its  1.52  sales  tax 
(to  finance  its  transit  system.   Some  form  of  occupational,  payroll  or  employer  tax  i»  levied 
in  six  cities.   Pittsburgh,  for  example,  levies  a  $10  annual  tax  upon  each  individual 
principally  employed  within  the  City.   The  city  earnings  tax  in  St.  Louis  is  levied  at  the 
rate  of  1/22  of  gross  income  of  individuals  and  net  profits  of  businesses  within  the  City.   A 
city  hotel-motel  tax  is  levied. in  San  Francisco,  Denver,  Atlanta  and  Minneapolis.   An 
admission  or  amusement  tax  is  utilized  by  Pittsburgh,  Cleveland  and  Seattle.   Pittsburgh 
levies  an  amusement  tax  at  the  rate  of  102  of  the  admission  paid  by  patrons  of  ail  forms  of 
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3.  Conversion  of  lights 


The  Department  of  Public  Works  has  determined  that  Boston  can 
save  approximately  1.2  million  dollars  a  year  by  converting  the 
remaining  Edison  Company  street  lights  which  are  owned  by  the  city 
from  mercury  vapor  to  high  pressure  sodium.  These  warmer  lights 
give  more  light,  keep  us  safer,  use  less  electricity,  are  better 
for  the  environment,  and  save  us  money. 


CITY  OF  BOSTON 

IN  CITY  COUNCIL 


ORDER  OF  COUNCILLORS  SCONDRAS ,  NUCCI  AND  SALERNO 


WHEREAS  The  city  or  Boston  continues  to  be  adversely  affected  by 
the  fiscal  cr:sis  plaguing  the  Coininonweal  th ;  and 

WHEREAS  The  Department  of  Public  Works  estimates  annual  savings 
of  $449,956  resulting  from  conversion  of  12,500  street 
lights  owned  by  the  city  of  Boston  and  estimates  annual 
savings  of  $753,135  resulting  from  the  conversion  of 
25,150  street  lights  owned  by  Boston  Edison;  and 

WHEREAS  The  city  of  Boston  would  save  approxirr.ately  $1.2  million 
each  year  upon  complete  conversion  of  mercury  vapor 
street  lights  to  high  pressure  sodium  street  lights; 

WHEREAS  Savings  will  increase  proportionately  with  the  percentage 
of  street  lights  which  are  converted,  and  the  Department 
of  Public  Works  estimates  that  conversion  will  take  three 
to  five  years  based  on  its  current  work  plan;  and 

WHEREAS  landmarks  Commission  jroups  havi.ng  jur  isdic  >"  "■  on  over 
areas  in  which  stref^t  lights  are  located  should  >:msider 
whether  such  street  lights  should  be  converted  from 
mercury  vapor  to  high  pressure  sodium  and  the  savings 

"hat  wil".  result  from  conversion;  Now  therefore,  Be  It 

^""?.r"7j  ""hat  '"he  Departmenr  of  Pi:nlic  Works  should  convert  street 
lights  under  its  jurisdiction  as  rapidly  as  possible  and 
should  work  with  Boston  Edison  to  assure  that  Boston 
Edison  is  converting  street  lights  under  its  jurisdiction 
as  rapidly  as  possible;  and  Be  It  Further 

ORDERED  That  Landmarks  Com,mission  groups  having  jurisdiction  over 
street  light  conversions  should  as  rapidly  as  possible 
consider  whether  to  support  such  conversions,  and  should 
consider  the  (Effect  upon  the  city  of  Boston  of  the 
resulting  savings;  and  Be  If  Further 

ORDERED  That  the  Post  Audit  Committee  hold  hearings  on  a  regular 
basis  during  the  coming  fiscal  year  so  that  the  progress 
of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  and  Boston  Edison  and 
the  decisions  of  appropriate  Landmarks  Commissi.on  groups 
can  be  rev? ewed  by  the  City  Council  and  made  part  of  the 
public  record. 


MEMO 


TO:  COUNCILLUrt  DAVJD  SCONDRAS 
FROM:   RUSS  LOPI 
SUBJECT:   LIGHT] 
DATE:   MARCH  18,  199  2 


'EZ//- 


As  requested,  nere  is  the  information  of  lighting  efficiency.   The 
term  describing  the  ratio  of  lumens  to  watts  is  called  efficacy. 
The  efficacy  of  various  lighting  types  is  as  follows: 


Lamp  Type 

Incandescent 

Halogen 

Standard  Fluorescent 

Compact  Fluorescent 

Mercury  Vapor 

Metal  Halide 

High  Pressure  Sodium 

Lew  Pressure  Sodium 

*   Compact  f 1  .^crescents  are  not  available  in  sizes  greater  than  36 
watts  . 


Some  additional  information  is  relevant  here.   The  standard  street 
lighting  fixture  is  Mercury  Vapor,  these  are  the  whitish  street 
lights  found  around  the  city.   In  general  these  are  being  replaced 
^;ith  Sodium,  the  yellowish  lights  that  are  becoming  increasing 
common.   Incandescent  lighting  is  not  used  because  of  its  very  low 
efficiencies  and  its  short  life.   Fluorescents  (all  types)  are  not 
used  because  chey  don't  provide  enough  lumens,  they  have  problems  .i 
cold  weather  and  don't  cast  a  good  light  at  distances  greater  than 
twelve  feet. 

Public  Works  would  best  be  contacted  if  you  need  more  details  aboac 
the  City's  street  lighting  program. 


Mean 

Mean 

Watts 

Lumens 

Efficacy 

Life 

1,000 

22,100 

21.3 

1,000 

1,000 

23,400 

23.4 

2,000 

260 

12,800 

49.2 

12,000 

36 

3,000  * 

83 

10,000 

490 

18,400 

40.9 

24,000 

450 

25,600 

56.9 

20,000 

305 

24,750 

81.1 

24,000 

170 

22,500 

126.4 

18,000 

lUistoii 


Memorandum       street  lighting  conversion-high  pressure  sodium  vapor 


Current  Status  -  32,000+  Cityowned  Units   19,500  Units  High  Pressure  Sodium 

12,500  Units  Other  Sources 


r-     .,   ^-T  y^   -   26,200  Edison  Units      1,050  Units  High  Pressure  Sodium 


it^  /i  c^  /  f  d; 


25,150  Units  Other  Sources 


^ 


Proposed  Conversion 

-  Convert  37,650  Street  Lights  to  High  Pressure  Sodium  Vapor 

-  Conversion  will  take  three  to  five  years  to  complete  with 
initial  savings  mmiscule  until  bulk  of  conversion  completed. 

-  Capital  Costs  associated  with  conversion  of  cityowned  lighting 
units  approximately  $  1,631,745.00  for  material,  trucking  and 
labor. 

-  Modernization  Charges  to  convert  the  Boston  Edison  owned  light 
ing  units  are  not  available  at  this  time.  (We  estimate  that  it 
will  cost  Edison  $4,000,000.00+  for  labor  and  materials.) 

-  Not  all  lighting  units  are  capable  of  this  conversion  and  will 
require  additional  construction  expenses.  The  units  requiring  a 
post  and  luminaire  change  are  either  in  historical  areas  or  the 
Downtown  Area  that  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  Landmark  Comm- 
ission Groups. 

-  Most  of  savings  in  the  Edison  owned  lighting  conversion  is  in 
the  fuel  charge.  A  reduction  in  the  fuel  charge  rate  of  one 
cent($.01)  per  Kilowatt  Hour  reduces  the  overall  lighting  bill 
by  $235,000.00  per  year.(App.  $165,000.00  for  converted  street 
lights) 

-  Conversion  of  Edison  owned  lighting  reduces  the  operating  costs 
by  only  8%.  Savings  in  operating  costs  are  subject  to  DPU  rate 
increases,  which  may  increase  when  Edison  lighting  system  is 
primarily  High  Pressure  Sodium  Vapor.  Edison  will  try  and  re- 
cover their  capital  costs  (  Estimated  to  be  $  4,000,000.00+  ). 

-  Bulk  of  Edison  owned  lighting  units  Rate  Class  1.  After  conver- 
sion, these  lighting  units  cannot  be  modified  or  removed  for 
twenty  plus  years  without  the  City  paying  a  large  fee  to  Edison 

-  Not  all  neighborhoods  in  the  City  in  favor  of  High  Pressure 
Sodium  Vapor  lighting.  Especially  on  residential  streets,  play- 
grounds, parks,  and  historical  areas. 
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Mert>RlJWidtlwr  5,  1992 

To:  Joseph  F.  Casazza,  Commissioner  -  Public  Works 

From:  J.J.  Banks,  Associate  Electrical  Engineer  -  Street  Lighting  Section 

Subject:  Conversion  of  all  Street  Lighting  to  High  Pressure  Sodium  Vapor 


As  per  your  request,  the  following  is  a  breakdown  of  financial  savings 
that  could  be  attained  by  converting  all  street  lights  on  City  of  Boston  owned 
streets,  parks  and  playgrounds.  This  does  not  include  lighting  on  roadways 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  MDC. 

The  savings  are  calculated  with  the  understanding  that  all  37,415  street 
lights  addressed  in  this  report  have  operated  for  a  complete  twelve  month 
cycle.  Because  the  conversion  would  take  at  least  three  to  five  years,  the 
initial  savings  would  be  miniscule,  with  the  bulk  of  the  savings  well  into  the 
latter  part  of  the  conversion.  This  report  does  not  address  any  neighborhood  or 
citizen  reservations  concerning  the  conversion. 

The  cost  of  implementing  this  conversion  is  only  partially  available,  as 
the  Boston  Edison  Co.  cannot  generate  a  current  modernization  charge  for  the 
conversion  of  the  25,150  units  under  their  control.  The  cost  of  converting  the 
12,265  cityowned  lighting  that  are  not  High  Pressure  Sodium  Vapor  now  is 
approximately  $1,631,745.00,  which  includes  material  ($855,525.00)and  labor 
($776,220.00).  This  conversion  would  be  subject  to  the  availability  of  manpower 
and  money. 

The  savings  by  the  conversion  of  the  Boston  Edison  Co.  operated  street 
lights  and  the  cityowned  street  lights  is  as  follows. 

Boston  Edison  Co.  Lights  City  of  Boston  Lights 

-  Current  Operating       $  4,669.102.20  $  695,852.04 
Charge 

-  Current  Fuel  Charge     $  1,140,221.08  $  451,831.50 


-  Current  Total  $  5,809,323.28  $   1,147,683.54 

-  Proposed  Operating  $  4,254,106.68  $  423,031.41 
Charge 

-  Proposed  Fuel  Charge  $  802,030.53  $  274,695.72 


-  Proposed  Total          $  5,056,137.21  $  697,727.13 

-  SAVINGS                  $  753,186.07  $  449,956.41 

The  total  savings  per  year  would  be  $  1,203,142.48  after  the  completed 

TOTAL  conversion.  These  savings  are  based  on  current  rates  and  do  not  reflect  a 
potential  rate  increase  in  November  1992. 


4.  Parking  Meter  Advertising 


The  state  has  added  an  amendment  to  the  budget  which  would 
allow  us  to  use  the  rental  fees  from  parking  meters  used  for 
advertising  purposes.  Other  cities  have  done  this  for  many  years. 
We  propose  an  ordinance  which  would  allow  neighborhood  groups  to 
determine  whether  they  want  parking  meters  to  be  used  for  this 
purpose  and,  if  so,  to  determine  in  each  neighborhood  what 
particular  city  program  and  purpose  the  funds  should  be  used. 


CITY  OF  BOSTON 

IN  CITY  COUNCIL 


RESOLUTION  AND  ORDER  OF  COUNCILLORS  SCONDRAS , 
NUCCI  AND  SALERNO 


WHERr.P."  Tr.F  Ciry  of  aoston  continues  "^  oe  anversely  aff^rreri  by 
"he  f:;sca]  crisis  plaguing  rhe  romrrionwra  j.  th ;  ann 

WHEREAS  Section  331  of  House  5700  amends  Section  22A  of  chapt'^'- 
^0  of  rhe  Gene:^:- "  Laws  by  str^kinc  oi;-  rhf  fifr'r: 
sentence ;  and 

WHEREAS  The-  effect  of  this  amendinenr  is  to  nermn  r  0:^7  tos  anc' 
towns  ro  iisr-  parking  rtierers  anb  pa'^':'' rg  r^-'^Te-r  pr,r.~r:  r.",^ 
advertising  p\irposes:  and 

WHER^.f.^  Rpvenuf-  frnr  parkinc  merp---^  ■^rnta'.s  couTc  s'lpr^nr"  -.jp-- 
needed  neighborhood  based  se-i-^H  res  sue  as  p.^orrr^:r;?-  r. ^ 
neighborhood  he-^>"-:n  centers-  and 

WHEREAS  Organizations  representing  Bosron's  neighborhooas  should 
have  the  right  to  decide  whether  parking  mete- 
advertising  shoi.:"d  be  a'llowe-d  in  the^r  nei  ghoorhocx:  in 
order  to  raise  revenue  for-  program.s  based  in  rhei  ^■ 
neighborhood:  ".'ow  'T^herefore-   He  Tt 

RESOLVE"'   Tha-   m-   Hosrot-'  C^^y      Cou.n'''.  "    in   rr,eer-r-,_-   ,4  q  s  erb " '■•.•- 
expresses   "rs  si;ppo-~   :^o:^'  Se'crion  33/.  of   Hcius>   :t'/().i 
calj-S  upor   the  Mayor  to  express  hi;-:  su.ppc-'   -.■■  '\:\' 
section,   cajis  upon  the  Massachusetts  Siarr-  Sena:-   :  ■'. 
approve  it,  and  calls  upor  the  r,overno''  to  mak^  -:   lav--- 
and  be  i  t 

ORnEREJ'^  '^"- a  r  rhf  Ciry  C~'Pr'y  forwaT'";  ■-'  copy  c"  rh"S  \es(^'- '■'■''  r-  .-;;:: 
C)rder  to  the  Presider  of  th--  Srat^"  Senate-,  orrie-^'  "lemoi--'  ■ 
or'  thr-  Host  or;  de"t_-aat;o'   and  rh.'  Governor. 


.^jpt'llll^ft' 


r  0ND1TA.J1. 


City  of  Boston 


IN  THE  YEAR  NINETEEN  HUNDRED  AND 


AN  ORDINANCE 


ORDINANCE    OF    COUNCILLORS     SCONDRAS ,     NUCCI    AND    SALERNO 
Be  it  ordained  by  the  City  Council  of  Boston,  as  follows: 


1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 
.   18. 

19. 

20. 


WHEREAS    The  City  of  Boston  continues  to  be  adversely  affected 
by  the  fisca]  crisis  plaguing  the  CommonweH 1 th ;  and 

WHEREAS    Section  333  of  House  5700  amends  Section  T.T.A  r'    chapter 
40  of  the  General  Laws  by  striking  out  the  fifth 
sentence;  and 

WHEREAS    The  effect  of  this  amendment  is  to  permit  cities  and 

towns  to  use  parking  meters  and  parking  meter  posts  for 
advertising  purposes:  and 

WHEREAS    If  this  am.endment  becomes  law,  expeditious  passage  of 

an  ordinance  to  regular,  parking  meter  adve  r"  i  semen  t  ir- 
the  city  of  Boston  would  speed  --<--wetv;'  "      icra' 
programs  which  are  r.r.w  r.tarvmg  for  fundinc-  r.r.". 


-«ai>'>' 


AN  ORDINANCE 

WHEREAS    Revenue  from  parking  meter  renr.aj.s  could  suppor"  mucr. 
nf'f^ced  neighborhood  oased  service's  si: en  as  programfi 
administered  by  neighoornood  heaj.tn  centers;  one 

WHEREAS    Organi  zat  ionr,  r-epresent  ing  Hosron's  neighborhoods 

should  have  the  right  to  decide  whether  parking  m.'^te'- 
advertising  is  to  be  allowed  m  their  neighborhoor.  m 
order  to  raise  revenue  for  programs  based  in  their 
neighborhood:  Now  Therefore.  Be-  It 

ORDAINED   That  the  City  of  Boston  Code  is  hereby  amended  by 
insert:ing  the  following  new  section  and  caption 

Advertising  on  Parking  Meters 

SECTION  1.  Definitions  --  where  used  m  this  ordinance,  the 
following  terms  sha',  "  mean: 

a.)  "Landmarks  Commission  Group"  --  arv/  organization  with  'egn; 
jurisdiction  m  an  are=?  over  placem.enr  o-  advertising  upo^^ 
parking  me~prs  and  parking  meter  postr 


AN  ORDINANCE 

b)  "Neighborhood  Organization"  --  any  organization  with  defined 
geographic  boundaries  whose  memDership  is  open  to  residents 
within  those  boundaries,  in  which  power  for  decision  making  rests 
with  that  membership  or  those  elected  by  it,  and  which  is 
recognized  by  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  as  representing 
the  interests  of  residents  living  within  those  boundaries. 

c)  "Parking  Meter  Advertising  Fund"  --  a  fund,  administered  by 
the  Boston  Transportation  Department,  into  which  all  revenues 
from  leasing  of  parking  meters  and  parking  meter  posts  for 
advertising  purposes  shall  be  deposited. 

d)  "Parking  Meter  Advertising  Fund  Account"  --  the  account  of  the 
Parking  Meter  Advertising  Fund,  in  which  shall  be  recorded  all 
relevant  financial  information  regarding  the  account,  including 
but  not  limited  to  the  location  of  meters  leased  for  advertising 
purposes  and  r.r.p  amounts  of  revenues  from  such  leases,  and  the 
name  of  the  recipient  organization,  the  amount  received,  and  the 
purpose  for  which  monies  were  received  in  the  case  of  all 
disbursements  of  monies  from  the  Parking  Meter  Advertising  Fund. 


AN  ORDINANCE 

e)  "Recipient  Organization"  --  an  organization  with  tax-exempt 
status  under  section  501c3,  or  succeeding  sections,  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code,  whicn  is  chosen  by  the  majority  of  those 
neighborhood  organizations  in  an  area  which  have  approved  leasing 
of  parking  meters  or  parking  meter  posts  in  their  area  for 
advertising  purposes. 

SECTION  2.  The  Commissioner  of  the  Transportation  Department,  or 
that  person's  designee,  shall  have  the  authority  to  enter 
contracts  to  lease  space  on  parking  meters  and  parking  meter 
posts  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  ordinance.   The 
Commissioner  shall  enter  into  such  contracts  with  the  highest 
responsible  and  eligible  bidder. 

SECTION  3.  Space  on  parking  meters  in  an  area  may  be  leased  with 

the  approval  of  the  Landmarks  Commission  group  or  groups,  if  any, 
with  jurisdiction  over  the  area  and  with  the  approval  of  a 
majority  of  neighborhood  organizations  representing  residents  of 
the  area,  however,  those  organizations  approving  such  use  sh.-'.il 
also  designate  a  recipient  organization  for  revenues  that  result 
from  such  leases. 


5.  Agency  Consolidation 


We  have  several  times  suggested  the  need  to  look  at  the  issue 
of  the  city  renting  out  space.  Given  the  fiscal  crisis  and  the 
shrinking  size  of  our  agencies,  it  makes  sense  to  see  if  the 
present  rental  fee  of  $1  ..  358  ,.  ?.15  could  be  reduced  through 
consolidation. 


CITY  OF  BOSTON 

IN  CITY  COUNCIL 


ORDER  OF  COUNCILLORS  SCONDRAS ,  NUCCI  AND  SALERNO 


WHEREAS  The  City  of  Boston  continues  to  be  adversely  affected  by 
'."he  fiscal  crisis  plaguing  the  Commonwealth;  and 

WHEREAS  Additional  funds  are  needed  to  fund  essential  services 
such  as  programs  administered  by  neighborhood  health 
centers  and  a  new  class  at  the  police  academy;  and 

WHEREAS  There  are  1,780  ^ewer  employees  working  in  the  City  of 
Boston  exclusive  of  the  school  department  than  there  were 
m  January  1989;  and 

WHEREAS  At  the  time  the  mayor  took  office  Inspectional  Services 
and  the  Parks  and  Recreation  departments  were  located 
within  City  Hall;  and 

WHEREAS  Inspectional  Services,  Parks  and  Recreation,  Community 
Schools,  Assessing  and  the  Boston  Finance  Commissi.on  are 
now  occupying  rpnted  .space  outside  City  Hall  ^t  1010 
Massachusetts  Avenue  and  294  Washington  Street;  and 

WHEREAS    The  rental  fees  totaled  $1,358,215  annually  in  1991;  and 

WHEREAS  Such  space  may  not  he  fully  occupied;  Mow  Therefore,  3e 
It 

ORDERED  That  the  Mayor  carry  out  a  cost/benefit  analysis  of  sub- 
leasing space  under  its  control;  and  Be  It  Further 

ORDERED  That  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  hold  a  hearing  to 
review  the  findings  of  such  a  cost/benefit  analysis. 


